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LIVING-LEARNING RESIDENCE HALLS WHICH INCLUCE 4
CLASSROOMS, RECREATION FACILITIES, AND FACULTY OFFICES ALONG
WITH THE CORMITORY ROOMS WERE COMFARED TO THE MORE
CONVENTIONAL RESICENCE HALLS. IT WAS EXFECTED THAT THE
LIVING-LEARNING HALLS FOSTEREC A MORE INTELLECTUAL AND
COHESIVE ATMOSFHERE. UNDERGRADUATES IN A LARGE UNIVERSITY WHO
RESICED IN ONE OF SIX GROUFS OF COMVENTIONAL HALLS OR FOUR
LIVING-LEARNING HALLS WERE GIVEN THE COLLEGE ANC UNIVERSITY
ENVIRONMENT SCALES (CUES). THE QUESTIONNAIRE SOUGHT TO
CETERMINE STUDENT FERCEFTIONS OF BOTH THE RESICENCE HALLS AND
OF THE TOTAL UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENT. IN THE ANALYSIS OF THE
FIVE SCALES OF THE CUES, THE LIVING-LEARNING RESIDENCE HALLS
RATEC ABOUT IN THE MIDCCLE WITH THE CONVENTIONAL HALLS SHOWING
BOTH THE HIGHEST AND LOWEST LEVELS. THIS SUGGESTS THAT THE
LIVING-LEARNING RESICENCE UNITS ALONE CO NOT FROVICE AN
INTELLECTUAL ATMOSFHERE. THE STUDENTS FERCEIVED THE TOTAL
UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENT ABOUT THE SAME AS THEY FERCEIVEC THEIR
RESICENCE HALL ENVIRONMENT. THE REFORT SUGGESTS THE NEED FOR
FURTHER STUCY ON WHAT HAFFENS IN THOSE RESICENCE HALLS HAVING
A MORE INTELLECTUAL ENVIRONMENT. THIS FAFER WAS FRESENTEC AT
THE AMERICAN FERSONNEL ANC GUICANCE ASSOCIATION CONVENTION
(CALLAS, MARCH 1967). (NS)
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Living-Learning vs. Conventional Units¥

John A, Centra
Associate Research Psychologist

Educational Testing Service

Living-learning residence halls are a relatively new phenomenon on
the American campus. At coeducational institutions these units usually
consist of three parts: a wing for male students, a wing for female
students, and a central area containing dining and recreation facilities,
classrooms, science laboratories, faculty and administrative offices, an
auditorium and, possibly, a library. The néarness bf these facilities
provides, of course, a convenience for students. But among the major
purposes of living-learning residences are first, the enhancement of the
cultural and intellectual life of students who live in them, and second,
the establishment of‘a less impersonal, less hotel-like enviromment. To
foster these objectives, usually a wide offering of courses is held in the
halls, faculty advisors have offices in the cdmplexes, full-time professional
counselors are available for vocational or personal counseling, and there
are extensive co-curricular activities.

To what extent do these elements contribute to a more intellectual
and cohesive atmosphere?A More exactly, to what extent do 1iving?1earning

residence halls differ from conventional (i.e., non living-learning) halls

1Paper presented at the 1967 Amerlcan Personnel and Guidance Ass001atlon
. _.GConvention, .Dallas, Texas.
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in selected dimensions of their enviromment? In the interest of shedding

light on this question this sfudy describes student perceptions of their

residence halls at one university. These perceptions, inferred from student
verbal reports, are of course subjective measures of the enviromment; however,
it can be argued that ﬁhis subjective interpretation is what influences
student behavior.

As a second phase of the study, student perceptions of the total
university enviromment were obtained. By so doing, the relationship between

residence héll and total university enviromments was investigated.

Vethod
The sample for this study was chosen during Winter term 1965 when 549
undergraduates were randomly selected from residence halls at a large uni-
vefsity. Specifically two students were randomly chosen from each "house®
in the halls, and the questionnaire used in this study was delivered to
each student by the resident assistant of each unit. Students were allowed
to complete the instrument in their room and to return the forms by campus
mail, Although students were chosen at random for the study, they had not
all been assigned to each hall at randam. Thus there may have been
differences in types of students who selected certain residence halls, which |
would of course introduce some bias in the results.
The response was excellent: L83 (88%) of the saméle participated.

The instrument consisted of two parts: Part I was the College ard

University Environment Scales (CUES) developed by C. Robert Pace,1 and

used to measure the total university environment; Part II contained 65 items

1C. Robert Pace, College and University Envirénment Scales, Educational

Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1963.
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selected from CUES, which with minor modifications, measured student percep-

 tions of their residence hall. Students responded'TRUE or FALSE to items in
both parts; TRUE when they thought the condition existed or was generally
characteristic of the enviromment of the university (Part I) or their hall

(Part II), and FALSE when they thought otherwise.

Description of the Scales

Through previous research, the author of CUES identified five scales
that differentiated characteristics of total college settings. These same
five scales were used in this study to differentiate between residence halls
(Part II). A description of each scale and examples of items used to measure
total university and residence hall enviromments follows.

Scale 1: Practicality -- TItems in this calse emphasize personal status
and practical benefit. Order and supervision
are characteristic of the enviromment. Status

is gained by knowing the right people, being
in the right groups, and doing what is expected.

Examples of Ttems:

a. Student rooms are more likely to be decorated
with pennants and pin-ups than with paint-
ings, carving, mobiles, fabrics, ctc.

b. Students here quickly learn what is done
and not done.

Scale 2: Community -- Items in this scale described a friendly,
cohesive group-oriented atmcsphere. Emphasigzed
are group welfare and congeniality, rather
than personal autonomy or detachment.

Examples of Items:
2. Students spend a lot of time together at
the snack bars, taverns and in one another's
rooms,
b. There is a lot of group spirit.

Awareness -~ High scores on this scale indicated emphasis
on personal, poetic, and political understanding.
A search for personal meaning, a wide range
of creative and appreciative relationships to
the arts, and a concern for society are evident
in the environment.




)~

Examples of Items:
‘ a. A controversial spesker always stirs up a
' lot of student discussion.
b. The expression of strong personal belief
or conviction is pretty rare around here.
(False)

Scale 4 Propriety -- Items in this scale reflect the degree to which
politeness, protocol, and consideration are
emphasized. Low scores reflect a more rebellious,
assertive, convention-flouting atmosphere.

Examples of Items:
‘ a. Students pay little attention to rules and
regulations, (False)
b. Dormitory raids, water fights and other
student pranks would be unthinkable here.

Scale 5: Scholarship -- Ttems in this scale reflect the degree to
which competitive high academic achievement
and intellectual discipline are emphasigzed.
The pursuit of knowledge and theories,
scientific or philosophical is carried on
rigorously and vigorously.

Bxamples of Items:
a. OStudents set high standards of achievement
for themselves.
b. Long, serious intellectual discussions are
common among the students.

Analysis and Results

In several studies dealing with college enviromments, researchers
have noted a marked difference between the freshmen-perceived enviromment and
the environment as reported by upperclass students.1 To be exact, freshmen '
tend to perceive the environment more "favorably;" that is, in comparison
to upperclass students' perceptions, freshmen perceive a more intellectual,
friendly, and considerate environment. Whatever the reasons for these

differences--freshmen idealism, differences in values and critical thinking,2

1See, for example, George G. Stern, "Of Bardot and the State of our Colleges,™
Current Issue of Higher Education: 1966, Association for Higher Education,
National Education Association, Washington, D.C.

2See, for exampl i itical Thinki
s ple, Irvin J. Lehmann and Paul L. Dressel, Critic Thinking,
Attitudes, and Values in Higher Education, Coop. Res. Project 7 §90, 1962,

- ] j b.;lllmu. " "
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the implications for this study were clear and consequently freshmen and
upperclass students'.perceptions of residence halls were analyzed separately.
Furthermore, because males and females usually differ in perceptions (and
were found to do so in this study), residence hall environments were also
described separately by sex.

' Dividing the sample into the above class and sex categories resulted
in an extremely small sample size from smaller halls. Hence the halls were
grouped according to similarity of design and campus location so that each
group conﬁained enough individuals for a reliable analysis. Conseqﬁently
there were six conventional residence .groups (three each of men and women) ,
and four living-learning groups (ILiving-Learning Group I and Group II for

women and for men).

The Findings

For each reéidence hall group, mean CUES scale scores are presented in
Table 1, with freshmen and upperclass scores reported separately. Of parti-
cular iﬁterest is the "intellecfual" environment of the residence groups,
represented by the scholarship and awareness scales.’

For women's halls, Conventional Group III had the least intellectual
environment as seen by both upperclass aﬁd freshmen women. On the other
hand, Conventional Group I had the most intellectual environment, with the
living-learning units and Conventional Group II in the middle range.

For men's residence halls, Conventional Groups IV and V had the least
intellectual environment as seen by both freshmen and upperclassmen. At the

other extreme, Conventional Group IV was rated highest on the intellectual

dimensions by upperclassmen and by freshmen who also perceived the living-
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learning units as having highly intellectual environments.

=

Discriminant Analysis

Another more technical way of analyzing the residence hall groups
is by the statistical method known as Discriminant Analysis. Usihg this
technique the five scale scores for the residence groups can be summarized
in two discriminant functions or axes. (Each function summarizes residence
group differences on the five CUES scales.)

The first discriminant function, which accounted for 5k percent of the
residence group differences, consisted of the awareness, scholarship and
propriety scales. This intellectual-propriety dimension, as it might be
termed, accounted for the major difference between the residence groups as
illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. Thus, the residence groups on the far right
were highest on thié functioh, and conversely, those farthest to the left
were lowest on this function. In both cases these wege conventional resi-
dence halls, with the living-learning units falling in the middle.

Discriminant Function Two, indicated by the vertical axis, might be
simply labelled practicality. Accounting for 23% of the difference between
résidence groups, this function mainly consisted of the CUES practicality
scale. The 1iving;1earning and conventional halls were interspersed on this

function, suggesting that each of these types of halls as a group were not

particularly high or low on such envirommental features as personal status,
order and supervision. |

- The residence groups did not differ on the remaining scale: community.
That is, student perceptionsdid not reveal any differences between residence
groups in the amount of friendliness and group welfare evident.

To summarize, Figures 1 and 2 appear to indicate that: (1) the

living-learning units, as generally perceived bylboth.freshmen and upperclass
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students, were in the middle range on the intellectual-propriety dimension;
that is, the living-learning units were generally less intellectual and
less conforming than some of the conventional residence halls but more than
others; and (2) in spite of their larger size, the enviromment of the living-
learning units were as friendly and group-oriented as the conventional

residence groups.

Comparison of Total University and Residence Hall Enviromments

Student reactions to the total university (Part I) and their particular
residence halls (Part II) are presented in Tables 2 and 3, summarigzed &5 mean
scores for the five CUES scales. In addition to total university and residence
hall means, presented also are university sub-scores, consisting of only those
items from Part I repeated in Part II. Thus cqmparisons can be made for
identical items between the way a student saw the total enviromment and the
way he saw his particular residence hall.

The rank correlation between the university sub-scores and residence

hall scores, given at the bottom of Tables 2 and 3, indicate that for most of

.the scales, and for the items selected, students tended to agree on the way

they perceive the university and their residence hall. There were two
exceptions, however: women's reactions to the practicality and awareness
dimensions of the enviromment. For the remaining three scales, community,
propriety and scholafship, the rank correlatiéns fg; women were significant,

as they were for all five scales for men.

Discussion

Including faculty offices, classrooms, a library, an auditorium for
special drama and special lectures, and other such features as part of a

residence complex would hopefully do more than provide conveniences for
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students. These features should, as intended, also contribute to the intellec-

tual-cultural—commuhity environment of students therein. At the institution
of this study, students in living~learning units did not perceive their
residence enviromment as more intellectual than did students in every
conventional unit. It may be that the items and scales adopted from CUES
were not sensitive to the "intellectual" differences which people hoped to
create in living-learning units. But on the other hand it also suggests that
facilities alone are not enough, that perhaps of more importance is how the
facilities are used. For example, faculty offices in living-learning units
have little impact if students feel no more welcome to seek help, and common
dining areas for faculty and students have little inteliectual effectAif
each continues to dine separately.

On the other hand, living-learning units, in spite of their sige,
were viewed by students as being as friendly and cohesive as smaller, con-
ventional halls. Apparently, the 1iving-1earning units in this study were
succeeding in reducing the impersonal, hotel-like atmosphere which often
characterizes the cdnventional large residence hall.

In the second phase of the study student perceptions of their residence
hall and the university environment were found to be very similar. This was
particularly true for men, while women's perceptions agreed on three of the
five CUES dimensions. At least two reasons might explain the agreement in
students views of their campus residence and the total institutional enviromment.

'First, in a large and complex university students have differing views of
the total enviromment, views that are probably influenced'by the parts of the
university with which students have become more familiar, such as their

residence hall or their major field of st.udy.1 Secondly, student reactions

lJohn A. Centra. Major Field as a Variable in Student Perceptions of a Total
University Enviromment. Paper delivered at the American Educational Research
Assoclation Conference, Chicago, February 1966.




-0

to both the university and their residence hall environment may be affected

'by individual diffefences (values, interests, ete.) causing students to
respond to both sets of enviromments similarly.

of theée two reasons, the first has more significant implications.
If campus residential enviromments greatly influence student reactions to the
total university, one way to improve the university enviromment is by further
concentrating on student residences. This study has indicated that some
residences have had a more desirable enviromment (e.g., more "intellectual),
while the enviromment of others has been less desirable. The next question,
it would seem, is to ask what happens in the former that encourageé
characteristics such as intellectualism, and what might be done with the

latter group to bring about desirable changes.
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